This article will determine the socio-economic impact of South Africa's largest urban national park, and the one that attracts the most visitors. Because national parks have more functions than mere conservation, the following questions arise: "What economic and social impacts are created by such parks?" and "How do communities benefit from allocating land for conservation?" Little research on this topic has been conducted in Southern Africa, and this research therefore contributes to our knowledge. Two surveys were conducted. One focused on the communities surrounding the park and the other on visitors to the park. A Social Accounting Matrix (SAM) determined the economic value. Results showed that, although the park attracts the most visitors, it does not generate the greatest income when compared to other national parks. Results concerning the community survey revealed that the surrounding communities have very positive perceptions, although they believe the impacts to be more economic than social. Problem areas were also identified.
INTRODUCTION
The role and contribution of local communities in managing national parks have changed significantly over the past few years. This has been brought about by a paradigm shift at the national conservation agency, South African National Parks (hereafter referred to as SANParks) from traditionally being a pure conservation agency to becoming a conservation agency striving to benefit and empower local communities (Venter, Naiman, Biggs & Pienaar, 2008) . In light of this, SANParks has three primary objectives: i) to conserve the biodiversity of the country; ii) to maintain a relationship of community upliftment and capacity building among people living in the areas neighbouring the parks; and iii) to provide a tourism and recreational outlet that allows people to enjoy the wonders of the parks (Streuders, 2008) . Objectives 2 and 3 provide the rationale for research into the socio-economic impact of national parks in South Africa.
There is a growing body of literature on the effects and importance of protected areas on adjacent communities (see, for example, Simelane, Kerley & Knight, 2006; Simpson, 2008; Streuders, 2008) . Adams and Hutton (2007) state that this implies 'the compatibility of conservation and poverty alleviation', and that setting aside land for conservation purposes inevitably has social and economic impacts. In addition to the issue of displacement, the most noteworthy social effects of protected areas on the adjacent communities include the restriction of communities to inhabit and live from the land, the costs due to damages to local crops and human deaths caused by wild animals, and a change in the way local communities view themselves and their environment (see e.g. West, Igoe & Brockington, 2006; Adams & Hutton, 2007; Saayman, Rossouw & Saayman, 2012) . In the case of an urban park, the relationship between conservation and the local community may be even more tense and should be managed in a more effective way (Oberholzer, Saayman, Saayman & Slabbert, 2009) . Phillips (1998) stresses the importance and usefulness of socio-economic impact studies in providing information to governments and organisations, in this case SANParks, on projects that seek funding, subsidies, tax incentives, land use, or other forms of policy assistance.
The largest urban park in South Africa is the Table Mountain National Park (TMNP), which is situated at the south-western tip of Africa and stretches from Signal Hill in Cape Town, south to South Point. This park is part of the existing 21 South African National Parks and was established in 1998. The current size of the park is 25 000 hectares, and its jurisdiction stretches over 1 000km 2 of seas and coastlines around the peninsula (SANParks, 2012) . This park is also known for the two world-renowned landmarks, Table Mountain and the Cape of Good Hope. The park borders several communities -from extremely rich, to extremely poor. The park also attracts the greatest number of visitors of all the national parks in South Africa and therefore has a clear economic and social impact and responsibility. This article aims to shed some light on the relationship between conservation and communities in a metropolitan setting by assessing the socio-economic impact of the Table Mountain National Park on the various communities adjacent to the park. The only other socio-economic study conducted at an urban national park, which is also a marine park, was done by Oberholzer et al. (2009) focusing on Wilderness National Park in South Africa, and this study also recommended that more research on this topic should be conducted.
LITERATURE REVIEW
A socio-economic study assesses the influence of a certain tourism development or activity on aspects such as income generated, employment created, perceived benefits to the community, and contribution to the local and regional economy (Van der Merwe, 2008) . In 2010, Saayman and Saayman criticised the misuse of the concept 'socio-economic impact' in many studies when researchers are, in fact, determining only the economic impacts. They indicated that a socio-economic impact study should go beyond assessing the income generated by the park or tourism activity and should also involve the contribution that the park makes to the quality of life of people in neighbouring communities.
In this regard, several factors can be identified that influence the magnitude of the impact of national parks on local economies and communities. These include: the levels of unemployment and development of the adjacent communities; the level of development of the tourism infrastructure (accommodation, road infrastructure, number and variety of species and activities); the location of the park; the level of business and industrial development, as well as the size of the neighbouring town(s); and the level of community participation in the park and the way that communities perceive the park (Saayman & Saayman, 2010) . Some of these aspects are difficult to quantify in monetary terms, whilst others are not quantifiable at all. Despite the criteria, several recent studies still use the concept inappropriately and the focus remains on economic aspects (see for example Ezebilo & Mattsson, 2010; Dicken & Hosking, 2009 ).
Based on the above, one could also refer to the quantifiable aspects as hard-core factors that deal primarily with economic aspects (see FIGURE 1), while most of the social indicators or aspects are difficult to quantify in monetary terms. They could therefore be regarded as softcore aspects in socio-economic studies. However, both are important from a socio-economic point of view. A review of the literature reveals that several studies have been conducted on social and community (soft) issues pertaining to conservation or protected areas. These include research by Scheyvens (1999) , Simelane et al. (2006) , Cernea and Schmidt-Soltau (2006) , West et al. (2006) and Goodwin (2002) . In terms of the economic impact of conservation areas, research includes that by Standish, Boting, Van Zyl, Leiman and Trupie (2004) , Engelbrecht and van der Walt (1993) , Saayman and Saayman (2006a) , Mahoney and van Zyl (2002) , Vaughan, Farr and Slee (2000) and Samuelsson and Stage (2007) , Spenceley and Goodwin (2008) , Huhtala, Kajala and Vatanen, (2010) , Ezebilo and Mattsson (2010) , Dicken and Hosking (2009), Sandbrook (2010) . Research conducted on the socio-economic impact of conservation areas includes research by Taylor, Gough, Warren and McClintock (1999) , Akama and Kieti (2007) , Saayman (2006b, 2010) , Mbaiwa (2003 Mbaiwa ( , 2004 Mbaiwa ( , 2005 , Motlanke (2005) , Oberholzer et al. (2009), and Ferreira, (2009) .
Results from these studies revealed the following: first, that parks in general have positive economic spin-offs and benefits to communities. Second, in most cases, communities are positive about national parks. Third, communities indicated that national parks contributed to their quality of life. However, the more developed a national park in terms of infrastructure (road infrastructure, shops, number of accommodation units), the number of activities (e.g. game drives, hiking trails, etc.) and the number of species, the greater the benefits. National parks located in more touristic areas have higher leakages than those in areas where other industries are also available, which increases the economic benefits derived by local communities. Lastly, underprivileged communities expect national parks to do more in terms of job creation and economic benefits than do privileged (rich) communities.
METHODOLOGY
To address both soft-and hard-core issues pertaining to socio-economics, the methodology used included two surveys -a community and visitor survey. The questionnaires and surveys are described before the data analysis techniques are explained.
The questionnaire
A questionnaire was developed for visitors to the park, based on the questionnaires used by Oberholzer et al. (2009) and Saayman et al. (2009) . The visitor questionnaire collected demographic data, expenditure patterns, reasons for people's visits to the park, consumer behaviour as well as the way that the respondents perceived the level of service in the park. A structured questionnaire for the visitor survey was divided into four sections. Section A determined the socio-demographic information of the respondents with regard to their gender, age, home language, marital status, and province of residence. Section B determined the spending behaviour. Section C was used to determine the tourists' perception of the facilities in the park and Section D determined the reasons and motives for tourists visiting the park A separate questionnaire for people living in the communities surrounding the park was developed to address the social impact of the park, and it was based on research by Mbaiwa (2003 Mbaiwa ( , 2004 Mbaiwa ( , 2005 and Oberholzer et al. (2009) . The social impact questionnaire not only collected demographic data, it also determined the perceptions of communities surrounding the TMNP with 36 Likert-scale statements, and locals' visits to the park. This social questionnaire consisted of three sections. Section A looked at socio-demographic aspects. Section B determined the use and reason for visiting or not visiting the park and Section C determined the park's contribution to their quality of life.
Sampling method and survey

Survey A: Visitors
All tourists entering the park at the Table Mountain Cable Car, Boulders and the Good Hope during the period of the survey, and who were willing to complete the questionnaire, formed part of the survey. The questions consisted of three sections: Section A determined the sociodemographic profile, Section B focused on travel motives and Section C on spending behaviour. The questionnaires were distributed by well-trained fieldworkers during the period from 27 March to 1 April 2010. During March 2009 and March 2010, according to SANParks (2010) a total of 2 372 271 tourists visited the park, although 673 356 tourists entered at the three points that were used for the purpose of this survey. The reason for using these three points of entry was that these are where the main attractions are located, and it is difficult to have fieldworkers at all entry points, since there are open access areas. A total of 505 useable questionnaires were returned during the survey. According to Israel (2009:6) in a population of >100 000 (N), 398 respondents (n) are seen as representative and result in a 95% level of confidence with a ±5% sampling error. Therefore, 505 completed questionnaires are sufficient for the purpose of this research.
Survey B: Social impact
In total, 580 questionnaires were randomly distributed by fieldworkers in various suburbs that are adjacent to the park. The questionnaires were distributed as follows: Claremont (80) Approximately 55 000 residents live in these suburbs and only these residents were allowed to complete the questionnaires (STATSSA, 2001) . Based on Israel (2009:6) , who states that for a population of <100 000 (N), 398 respondents (n) are seen as representative and result in a 95% level of confidence with a ±5% sampling error, 551 completed questionnaires are adequate. The questionnaire used comprised two sections: socio-demographic information of residents and the way that the park impacts on their quality of life. Thirty-six constructs evaluate a variety of social aspects such as crime and how residents benefit from the park. These constructs were evaluated on a 5-point Likert scale where 1 indicated that residents totally disagree and 5 indicated total agreement.
Data analysis
The data analysis was done in two processes: one modelled the economic impact by means of multipliers calculated from a Social Accountings Matrix (SAM) for the Western Cape and the second analysed the social impact by means of a factor analysis. In terms of the economic analysis, the visitors' survey data was captured in Excel and split between the various entrances to the park and according to the origin of the visitors, as proposed by Stynes and White (2006) . Three groups of visitors were identified as (i) visitors from the Western Cape in which the park is situated, (ii) visitors from the rest of South Africa, and (iii) international visitors. By splitting the respondents into various groups, a more accurate value of spending can be determined (Saayman, Saayman & du Plessis, 2005) .
It is often argued that spending by locals (in this instance, visitors from Western Cape) should be excluded, since it represents merely a shift in expenditure patterns and not new money that flows into the region. However, Crompton (2006) indicates that there are two circumstances when local spending can be included: (i) when the existence of the park caused the residents to stay at home rather than take a trip elsewhere, referred to as the 'deflected impact', and (ii) when a study of the significance of the park is made, i.e. the size and nature of the influence of the park on local economic activity. Since the focus of this article is on the significance of the park to the local economy (i.e. option (ii) listed above), spending by visitors from the province of the Western Cape is included in the analysis. The contribution is, however, always listed separately in the analysis.
The responses from the questionnaire are used to gather expenditure information from visitors groups. Since spending is reflected per group, it is necessary to determine the size of the visitor group before spending per person can be ascertained. The survey revealed that Western Cape visitors travel in visitor groups of 4.55, other South African visitors in visitor groups of 3.67 and international visitors in visitor groups of 3.61. The magnitude of spending for each category was therefore divided by the number of visitors in the group, to derive the value of spending per visitor.
The SANParks database indicated that 673 356 visitors visited the TMNP at the three points of the survey for the year ending March 2010. The number of visitors from each origin was obtained based on the percentage distribution of the survey. Accordingly, 110 272 visitors were from the Western Cape, 145 517 from the rest of South Africa, and 408 568 were international visitors. By multiplying the number of visitors with the spending per visitor, total spending of visitors from different origins due to the park can be derived. The breakdown of visitor spending per origin is provided in TABLE 1. The total spending by visitors from different origins was allocated to the categories of the Western Cape SAM. Since a SAM multiplier approach is followed, distinct multipliers for each expenditure-related economic activity are applied. The subsequent change in commodity demand is therefore translated into a change in economic activity by using the SAM multipliersthe so-called 'corrected' direct impact of the event. The multipliers then convert the spending into the associated increase in production, income and employment opportunities due to the circulation of the additional spending through the local economy.
Factor analysis: social impact
To determine the social impact, a factor analysis was applied. An Oblimin rotation with Kaiser Normalisation was performed on the 36 social statements to explain the variance-covariance structure of a set of variables through linear combinations of these variables. The Kaiser-MeyerOlkin measure of sampling adequacy was also used to determine whether the covariance matrix was suitable for factor analysis. Kaiser's criteria for the extraction of all factors with eigenvalues larger than unity were used because they were considered to explain a significant amount of variation in the data. In addition, all items with a factor loading above 0.3 were considered as contributing to a factor, and all with loadings lower than 0.3 as not correlating significantly with this factor (Steyn, 2000) . In addition, any item that cross-loaded on two factors with factor loadings greater than 0.3 was categorised in the factor where interpretability was best. A reliability coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) was furthermore computed to estimate the internal consistency of each factor. The factor analysis explained 65.4% of the variance.
RESULTS
Multiplier analysis results
The results of the analysis are discussed by assessing the influence of spending by visitors to the TMNP on production in the Western Cape, on income of households in the province as well as on job creation in the province. The initial stimulus of additional spending in the economy creates an inflow into the economy that stimulates further economic activity. Production can be seen as the total turnover that is generated by each sector in the economy, and the increase in production due to the spending stimulus is summarised in TABLES 2 and 3. TABLE 2 presents a breakdown of the direct, indirect and induced impacts on production of visitor spending due to the activity at the TMNP, according to origin. For ease of interpretation, the results are summarised in sectors of the economy, using the basic sector aggregation as classified by the South African Reserve Bank and Statistics South Africa. It is evident that the direct and indirect impact of spending by visitors from abroad exceeds that of other visitor groups. This is to be expected, since they form the majority of the park visitors.
TABLE 2 also shows that the tourism-related sectors, i.e. financial and business services, trade and accommodation, and transport and communication (refer to FIGURE 1), are the sectors in the Western Cape that benefit greatly from tourism activities due to the TMNP. Through backward linkages, the indirect and induced effects on manufacturing as well as community and personal services are also noteworthy. It shows that the value of the park to production in the province exceeds ZAR278 million. If local spending is excluded (i.e. visitors from the Western Cape), the value of the TMNP to the local economy is ZAR245.77 million. Visitors from the rest of South Africa as well as international visitors are the main contributors to the increase in production. Local spending, on the other hand, is the lowest contributor to the increase in production, although it has a substantial effect on the building and financial and business services sectors of the provincial economy.
In total, the sectors that benefit the most in terms of output due to visitors to the TMNP are, in order of importance, financial and business services (47.7%), trade and accommodation (31.4%), transport and communication (13.67%), manufacturing (5.5%), and community and personal services (1.2%). An increase in spending leads not only to an increase in production, but also to an increase in employee remuneration. Therefore, the spending stimulus due to tourism activity in the park also has an effect on household income in the province. The resulting income multipliers derived from the Western Cape SAM are used to quantify the effect of the TMNP on household income. Since the income (or gross value added) effect is seen as more realistic in estimating the increase in economic activity due to the park (see Blake 2005) , is it also reported according to each segment. It is estimated that the TMNP contributed almost ZAR133.3 million in income to households in the Western Cape (see TABLE 4 ). 
Source: Authors' calculations based on multiplier analysis
It is evident that the impact via income multipliers is considerably less than that proposed by the production multipliers (ZAR278 million versus ZAR133 million), which confirms the concerns raised in the literature that focusing only on the production effect of a spending stimulus may paint an unrealistic positive picture of the economic impact of tourism activity in the park.
Of special importance is the effect of the park on the income of low-income households, since it provides an indication of the effect on poverty alleviation in the province. Income categories P1 to P5 are considered to be low-income, which translates into income less than ZAR24 000 per year (i.e. less than US$3 000 per year). TABLE 5 summarises the impact of the TMNP on income.
From the tables it is clear that the TMNP generated income of almost ZAR126.9 million for households in the Western Cape. Low-income households receive about 4% of this income. The labourers in the trade and accommodation sector experience the greatest increase in income, followed by those in the manufacturing and in other tourism-related services sectors i.e., transport and communication, and business and financial services. If one were to exclude visitors from Western Cape, the total impact on income will still be in excess of ZAR117 million. 
Finally, the spending stimulus also leads to job creation. Since labour is a key input in the production process, an increase in production is associated with an increase in employment. The number of jobs created per activity sector is based on the figures obtained in the Western Cape SAM, as well as data on the labour force per province relative to business volume and jobs per activity sector in South Africa for 2006. TABLE 7 summarises the results of the impact of visitors to the TMNP on the regional employment level in the province.
From TABLE 6, it is evident that 871 job opportunities may depend on the TMNP, in addition to the job opportunities of people directly involved or employed at the park. In the absence of the TMNP, 871 job opportunities might be lost, most of these in the trade and accommodation sector. Other sectors also affected include financial and business services, manufacturing and transport and communication, with the business and community service sectors also benefiting from the park in terms of employment opportunities.
Results of the social impact
Respondents were first asked to indicate to what extent the TMNP affected their personal quality of life. 67% felt that the park had a positive impact on their lives, while 31% felt that it had no effect and only 2% found it to be negative. From this, one could confidently say that the park has a positive impact on the perceived quality of life of local communities. Source: Authors' calculations based on multiplier analysis Secondly, the 36 statements pertaining to the social impact of the TMNP were subjected to a factor analysis, as described in the method of research. The results of the factor analysis are indicated in TABLE 7. The appearance of the area has improved 0.764
Natural resources of the area are conserved 0.830
The pride that residents have in their community has improved 0.471
The natural environment has been sustained 0.519
Factor 6: Improved Business 3.90 0.81 0.51
There are opportunities for people to have fun with family and friends 0.631
The money that tourists spend in the TMNP helps to stimulate the economy 0.787
Tourism and business development in the area are promoted 0.420
The community has the opportunity to visit a national park 0.446 Source: Authors' calculations based on multiplier analysis
Based on the results of the factor analysis, 11 factors were extracted (see TABLE 7 ). The three factors with the highest mean values are improved business (3.90), improved image (3.80) and social and economic opportunities (3.62) . These factors are all in the economic and marketing domain and are factors that are of direct benefit to the communities. Therefore respondents acknowledge the important economic and marketing role played by the park.
Two factors had an average below 0.4 and the reason for this lies in the diverse communities surrounding the park, since the rich community rated some aspects as being positive while the poor community rated the same aspect negative (for example, the park contributing to an increase in property prices). From the results it is also interesting to note the role played by the park in educating communities, since park knowledge (3.42) had the fourth-highest mean value.
Most of the negative statements fall under the social factors with low mean values, namely:
neglect (2.59), lack of control (2.94) and management of wildlife (2.88), which implies that the respondents did not agree and this is an indication that park management is addressing them. A possible reason for this is that communities are of the opinion that these are things a conservation organisation does. The two factors that should be a cause for concern are relocation and removals (3.07) and negative impacts (3.38). Relocation and removals include items such as the park affecting the community negatively by re-locating people for conservation and the park being insensitive towards the removal of alien species. This result is a surprise, since earlier research did not find this an issue (see Oberholzer et al., 2009 ). In addition, negative impacts clearly showed that crime has increased, as did the number of people and prices of goods and services. These are important aspects and imply that park management should clearly communicate their policies and strategies in addressing such issues. Not one of the studies referred to in the literature review concerning the social impact has done a factor analysis on social constructs; therefore it is difficult to make comparisons. However, most of the previous studies also showed positive community perceptions regarding national parks. This is the first study that reveals that crime has increased and the fact that a large section of the park has open access might have something to do with that.
FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS
First and foremost, the results (see TABLE 7) show that the residents' perceptions are that the park has a positive economic and social impact. Results also confirm a greater economic than social impact, thereby contradicting results from a study conducted by Saayman et al. (2009) at Wilderness National Park, which is also an urban and marine national park in South Africa. However, one could confidently say the park is contributing to communities' quality of life, thereby supporting Taylor et al. (1999) and Oberholzer et al. (2009) . The greatest challenge for park management is in terms of the social aspects. Problem areas indicated are relocation and removals and negative impacts, which include aspects such as increased prices and crime levels and the insensitivity of park management concerning removal of alien plant and animal species as well as relocation of people. The implication of these findings is that park management should communicate and interact with local communities on a regular basis concerning park policies, strategies and future plans. Park forums will help in establishing and growing relationships. In addition, more should be done in terms of dealing with crime, such as employing more field guides who are more visible as well as using cameras.
Based on the results from the economic analysis, the second finding reveals that the park generates approximately ZAR278 million for the region. This is significantly more than national parks, such as Addo Elephant (ZAR58,5 million); Karoo (ZAR10,5 million); Wilderness (ZAR15,1 million) and Tsitsikamma National Park (ZAR32,5 million) (see Saayman & Saayman, 2010) . This research confirms the important economic role that parks play (Mbaiwa, 2005; Taylor et al., 1999; Motlanke, 2005) . This higher economic impact is mostly because of the large number of visitors, major drawcards or icons and lower leakages due to a variety of industries in and around Cape Town. However, it is also significantly less than the Kruger National Park, which generated in excess of ZAR2 billion (Saayman et al., 2012 ) -this despite the fact that the TMNP attracts in excess of 2 million visitors per year. The reasons for this are the short stay of visitors, limited accommodation (scale of operations) and a lack a variety of paid activities in the park. As in the case of the parks mentioned above, the sectors that benefit most from the tourist spend include financial and business services, trade and accommodation, and manufacturing.
The third finding shows that foreign visitors spend significantly more than the rest of South Africans (excluding visitors from the Western Cape), who, in turn, spend significantly more than visitors from the Western Cape. This fact contradicts research done in the other national parks in South Africa (see Saayman & Saayman, 2010; Saayman et al., 2012) , where South Africans are the big spenders. This is mostly because Cape Town is one of the key attractions of foreigners to South Africa and they tend to stay more centrally located in and around Cape Town to see and do as much as possible. In essence, one could argue that this park is not a destination, such as the Kruger National Park, but rather just an attraction. This implies that more accommodation is required as well as more activities, especially marine activities, which are greatly lacking. Activities such as boat rides, whale and dolphin watching and diving could be introduced. Marketing should focus on encouraging tourists to stay in the park for at least a night or two.
Fourthly, concerning job creation, results show that 871 people are dependent on the park and its activities, which is again significantly lower than that of the Kruger National Park (10 150 people); but more than Addo Elephant (434 people); Tsitsikamma (244 people); Wilderness (288 people) and Karoo National Park (244 people). More facilities and activities will have a direct impact on the number of people employed.
Fifthly, the results show that the park is achieving its objectives of conservation, economic contribution and social upliftment. However, it is clear that with such a large number of visitors the park could do much better, especially from an economic point of view. Aspects such as more types of accommodation as well as paid activities, including marine activities, should be introduced. This should have a significant impact on the socio-economic impact of the park. In addition, better communication and community relationships are required, especially concerning social and conservation progress, policies and strategies as indicated above.
The last finding is from a methodological point of view: this study shows that in the case of research conducted in a community with both extremely rich and poor residents, using the same questionnaire requires taking cognisance that some items for the poor community might be rated as negative, whereas the rich community rate them as positive. A good example is property value increases due to the park. This is seen as positive for the rich community but negative for the poor community, which still needs to acquire property.
CONCLUSION
The purpose of this research was to determine the socio-economic impact of South Africa's largest urban park, which is also a marine park. This was achieved by conducting two surveys (visitor and community), since it is difficult to get a holistic picture of the socio-economic value if one focuses just on one or the other. It was also the first time that a factor analysis on the social constructs was used in a socio-economic study conducted at a national park. Results clearly show that the park contributes to the quality of life of communities surrounding it.
Results also reveal that the park has a significant economic impact although it could do much better. Clearly this research confirms that conservation can make a significant contribution to regional economies. It also showed that park management should carefully consider what a park offers to tourists and communities alike. Most of the residents are of the view that the biggest contribution of the park is on an economic and conservational level, although certain conservation activities are questionable. Social problems include an increase in crime, prices and number of people, all aspects that should be addressed by park management.
Another key contribution is that several factors are at play when it comes to socio-economic impact analyses, over and above the number of visitors: how long they stay, how much they spend, as well as leakages in the local economy. It is also important to acknowledge that economies of scale, in terms of accommodation and paid activities, play an important role in the magnitude of impact that the Park creates.
